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58 MANN AND THOMPSON z | 
> h V Az "| 
. . R H . n" | i 
V In this paper we organize these observations with other similar ones, recog- | 
XQ nizing them as symptomatic of a pervasive henomenon which accompanies the | 
S xe reading of texts, and assessing their status relative to current linguistic theories.? | 

PA 


Clearly, in our roles as readers interpreting these texts, we begin with the 
Oo assumption that what we have in eac eis a text, that is, that it forms a 
hor coherent whole. This assumption of coherence that parts of a text "go to- 
" Bether,"" can be seen as a rough linyok amálogue of the general cognitive 
ns ability described by Gestalt psychology under the name ‘closure, the ability to 
et impose connectivity on disconnected parts of a visual image. In this case we 
NL: assume more than connectivity; we also assume thal there was a writer and that 
the writer intentionally wrote the text.3 This assumption excludes the possibility 
IS that the parts of the text came together by some process (such as alpha- 
betic sorting of sentences) for which interpreting them as mutually relevant is 

inappropriate. 

In the case of examples | and 2, in addition ta the propositions expressed by 
each of the two parts of these texts, another implicit proposition arises from the 
assumption that each of these examples is a text, namely that the proposition 
expressed in the second part is an instance of the generalization expressed by the 
first part.4 The weakness of this implicit proposition, of course, is what makes 
the Toyota example anomatous. ' 

ELAg - FRED We decompose propositions into predicates and their ar uments, naming the 
predicates mnemonically.5 For example, we call the predicate which arises in the 

EZ RS proposition in examples 1 and 2 the ''elaboration'' predicate (see Section 2.8). 
A se Such decompositions and namings are debatable, of course; there may be, for’ 
a KEG v-example, finer subdivisions and other reorganizations which could be made. 


G However, for our purpose of identifying and organizing observations about the 
phenomenon, they are a useful ste 

The type of text-conveyed information that we are interested in, in this paper, 

then, is the relational proposition, which arises (in the hearer's tacit awareness) 

(see Section 3.3.4) from two parts of a text but is not independently derived from 

either of these parts. The phenomenon is, in other words, a combinational one, 

defined on two parts of a text. These relational propositions arise between por- 


2Although we begin by using constructed examples for convenience in describing the phe- 
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60 MANN AND THOMPSON 
In the “classic automobile" examples above, we saw that: ` 


() an implicit proposition was conveyed by the text as a whole, but not made 
~ explicit in any part; 
(2 recognizing the implicit proposition depended on regarding the text as one 
text, i.e., as a communicative entity consisting of a purposefully con- 
structed sequence of linguistic expressions; 


6) the proposition was used in a way which resembles assertion. 
SASSI 


We will elaborate on these attributes in Section 3. We now present additional 
examples which all share these properties. The ‘‘classic automobile'' examples i 
involved a predicate of ''elaboration"'; this and a number of other predicates are i 
identified and described below. por | 

In describing additional relations, we attempt to_characterize them well 
enough so that the cooperative reader can be convinced that the cited proposi- 
tions, or something like them, are conveyed by the text. We want to be definite 
enough so that in subsequent sections we can argue about the status of these 
Propositions in inference, their relationship to explicit signals, and especially 

? their communicative status. We do not regard these descriptions as definitive; 
that work remains to be done. We expect that people will rename, classify, 
redefine, split, join, and add to the relations described here, but that the character 
of the relations will remain unchanged. We also expect that the attributes of 
relational propositions established in the later sections (and in subsequent work) 
will make it possible to be much more precise and operational about how rela- 


tions are defined, discriminated, recognized, and related taxonomically. 

2.1 Solutionhood (Pekosen sorun on) n 
Consider this example: 

As will be discussed in detail below, a number of inferences arise from the 


or that I like Japanese food.® The relational proposition conveyed by this text, 
however, is that the second part provides a solution to the problem posed by the 


(3) i'm hungry. Let's go to the Fuji Gardens. 
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62 MANN AND THOMPSON 


(8) Let me be perfectly clear. [ am not a crook. 
(9) I'm Officer Krupke. You're under arrest. 
(10) I'm the moderator of this meeting, Your motion is out of order. 


2.4 Motivation Command -MOTIVATION 


A “motivation” relationship may arise in directive text, where it is often deemed 
advisable to provide the addressee with motivation for complying with the direc- 
tive. The ‘‘motivation’’ relationship is frequently found in advertisements. Here 
is an example: 


(11) Take Bufferin! The buffering component prevents excess stomach acid. 
A non-advertising example of ''motivation'' might be: 


(12) Go jogging with me this afternoon! You'll be full of energy. 


2.5 Reason 

A relationship of ‘‘reason’’ (similar to the rhetorical predicate called **explana- 
tion’ by Grimes) can be distinguished from one of ‘‘justification’’ (see Section 
2.3) in the following way: While *'justification'' arises in a text where one part 
justifies the speech act performed in the other part, '"'reason'' arises in a text 
where one part provides a rationale for the volitional action expressed in the other 
part. Examples include text 13, adapted from an example of Grimes’, and text 


14: » 


(13) I'm not going to start learning Dutch. You can't teach an old dog new tricks. 
(14) I'm going to the corner. The walk will do me good. 


Both of these examples illustrate the generalization that the way in which one 
part of the text can be taken as a rationale for another can involve many inferen- 
tial steps. 

The ‘reason’ relationship also includes cases in which one part of the text 
expresses thc purpose for which an action is performed, as in 15: 


(15) Sally is going to the Good Earth. She likes their spice tea. 
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There are at least five kinds of relationships which are subsumed under the 
heading of "'elaboration''; they are: L 
I. set-member: 


(1) I love to collect classic automobiles. My fav. ite car is my 1899 Duryea. 
2. generalization-instance- 


(19) Your performance distresses me. You come iM drunk and you insult the busboy. 
(20) I like ice cream. | really have a sweet tooth 


3. whole-part: 

(21) Karen is so photogenic. Her smilc is perfect. 
4. process-step: 

(22) it's time to make our cake. I’m Boing to take out the milk and eggs. 
5. object-attribute: 


(23) I'm Officer Jordan. | was born in 1952 and ! jeined the police force in 1970. 


2.9 Restatement 


In example 24, the second part of the text restotes the first part: 
(24) He sure beat me up. I really took a thra ing from him. 


The predicate is “restatement.” 


2.10 Condition 4 
A “‘condition"’ relationship, often signalled i: English by if," arises from a text 


such as the following: 
(25) Slowly stir the powder into the fluid. The mixture will be very thick. 


^ Doha 


ae ea eS E Se 4 4. ACE 


? rig agris. a a ae 


‘diysuonejas , uorssaouoo,, po||eusisuou v Jo ojduiexo ue st aap "Soi 

-P se qons suoj Aq pojpeugis Aqjeord/i st diusuonppol siu xa ay) Jo ued 
Jotpoue ur 1utod e wou syoenap Ajenuayod yorya jurod v Jo un 9ui '1X9) au] Jo 
ued ouo u! *sodpo[wouxoe Jaxeads e uam sasiie diysuonejas | uorssa2uo2,, ayy, 
` U01SS99u09 ETZ 


"| 101] o[qgAuop Afomua uraq ,,souenbos,, yim *19u1280] 3x2 
Te[norued v Jo syed om) plot o) poataoiad 81 yorum diysuonejas ay) st, asneo,, 
yey) əq Aew 3! sayy, 1x9) oy) Jo ə9uərəuoo ay) ZUNE ul jo wes ou) savy 
11e 20u Aew Áatp 'ajduiexo 10,4 ‘smes oAngorunumuoo awes Əy? 2A?U [e jou pasu 


Aap ‘1x91 ay) Jo syed om) aures aui uiojj size suontsodoid jeuoneja: [e12A9s 
aym '[p1ouo8 ul pəəpur pue *in220-00 ,OSQE2,, pue ,.ə5uənbəs,, WIM 


si'SJozi[os 
-Ázzg om} YOO) | o2e]d Suid Kur ut Joey yar! e dn jos yu2unaedop Komy ay, (IC) 
“sup 9214] 10] 2108 sum | "322^ yep Suipur juam | (0£) 
“ÁN 4121 ISO] spoouioquidiou 3104 "322^ se] nqi[eJA] ur sapiispur| osam 2394]. (67) 


"epnjout ,,osneo,, jo sajdwexg 
“Ploy sdiysuonejas poq asaym sase2 
Augu 21e III) *joe] ul :S)U2A2 aureu syed asoym 1x2) g ui sosue diysuoneyas 
,,98n25,, OY) ,,aouonbos,, o) WUG "uoniod 1oqio ayy Áq paXoauos uonipuoo 
P JOJ asned p sjueso1d )xa) e Jo'uoruod auo 9J9u^ spjoy diysuoneja: , asneo,, Sul, 
SSRED ¿ZI 


*&uurute|9 pue pjoo aiam SPUEU 19H “AIP ay] ojut OF o) Áptə: 103 auc (82) 
"Buruou yey) Jape vay ylim 
pey P.2Y 34313 ay) 1noqe Suryur sem ag “wonels snq ayi premo) Ájojs pose ag (LO 


‘sajdurexa 33O 
‘dn aw xatd pinom ApoqoN `KEAdON ut Suri dra | (92) 


:uonisodoid jeuopejas sui sojensnin *(6461) SqqoH 
wos} paidepe ‘gz ajdwexg ,,"uonenirs Jo 99UE]SUIn21IO JEY) O) SATJU[9I JO UNIA 


$9 HSUNOOSIC NI SNOLLISOdOUd "IVNOLLV^TT 


66 MANN AND THOMPSON 


consider a situation in which the speaker, a faculty member at a certain univer- 
sity, is speaking to someone at another institution and does not believe that 
person knows who Hayes is: 


(33) Hayes just resigned. He's our chancellor. 


Here the hearer infers that the speaker assumes the information in one part of the 
text to be in some way requisite to an understanding of the information in the 
other part. 


2.15 Thesis—Antithesis 
The ‘‘thesis—antithesis’’ relationship arises when two conceptions are con- 
trasted, the speaker committing to one and decommiting from the other, as in this 


example: 


(34) Players want the referee to balance a bad call bencfitting one team with a bad call 
benefitting the other. As a referee, 1 just want to call each play as I see it. 


Here the speaker is not identifying with the notion that referees should balance 
bad calls (the ''thesis'*) but is identifying with the idea of calling each play as he 
sees it (the ‘‘antithesis’’). The relational proposition might be stated as follows: 
“On the basis of salient differences between the referee balancing bad calls and 
his calling each play as he sees it, I identify with the latter and do not identify 
with the former.” 

Here is another example: s 


(35) This book claims to be a guide to all the trees of Indiana. It's so incomplete that it 
doesn't even have oak trees in it. 


Again, the speaker contrasts the idea of the book's being a guide to all Indiana 
trees, which he or she does not identify with, and its incompleteness, which he or 
she does identify with. 

“Thesis—antithesis’’ has some properties in common with ‘‘concession’’: 
Both involve a contrast of one portion of the text with another. ''Concession"" is 
distinct, however, in that it involves agreement with a possible objection from 
the reader, whereas ''thesis-antithesis'' does not. 
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I. Relational propositions are relatively ''basic,'"" in the sense that there is a 
ERG Wa nessenseithaltinerersian 


tendency for many other sorts of inferences to be derived from them, but 
—— EY UICE Sorts Ol inierences to be derived from them, bu 


they tend not to be derived from other sorts of inferences. 
2. Relational propositions arise in a text independently of any specific signals 
of their existence. 
3. Relational propositions are involved in communicative (or illocutionary) 
"- 


“acts, in the sense of ""speech acts'' (Searle, 1969). 
< 4. Relational propositions are not confined to organizational aspects of texts. 


5. Relational propositions are essential to the effective functioning of a text. 
Let us examine each of these properties of relational propositions in more detail. 


3.1 Relational Propositions are “Basic” 

Speaking loosely, without invoking any particular view of how to represent the 
derivation of propositions, we can regard relational propositions as one of the 
many varieties of inferences which people regularly derive from texts. In this 
section we endeavor to show that relational propositions are more basic than 
other types of inferences in the sense that, when we judge (among scveral 
implicit propositions arising from one text) which propositions are plausibly 
derived from which others, the nonrelational propositions tend to be derived 
from the relational propositions, but not vice versa. That is, given a pair of 
inferences from a given text, one of which is a relational proposition and the 
other of which is not, thc relational proposition appears to be part of the reason- 
ing behind the other inference, but not the other way around. 

To show this, let's consider text 3 again: 


(3) I'm hungry. Let's go to the Fuji Gardens. 


There are several inferences which are plausibly suggested by this text, as indi- 
cated in Table 2. Obviously, many more could be added. 


TABLE 2 
inferences in Fuji Gardens 


l. Our going to Fuji Gardens isla (partial) solution]to my problem of being hungry. 
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they are all derived from the most basic one. the relational one (along with its 
restriction to a particular kind of solution), since the derivation scems to proceed 
from solutionhood, to a particular kind of solutionhood, tovthe remaining in- 
ferences. Of course, there may be other inferences equally basic, more basic, or 
incomparable in the ways they are basic to the ‘‘solutionhood"’ inference; how- 


ever, among those inferences we can readily identify, the ‘*solutionhood’’ in- 
ference is relatively basic. i 

As another example of the relative bäsicness of relational propositions as 
compared to other types of inferences which texts can give rise to, let's consider 


example 26 again: 
(26) | went hitchhiking in Norway. Nobody would pick me up. 


From this text one could draw the inference that the speaker sces Norwegians 
as unfriendly, but this inference depends on the "circumstance" relational prop- 
osition, according to which it was in Norway that nobody would pick me 
up. The *'circumstance"' relational proposition, on the other hand, depends in no 
way on the inference that Norwegians are unfriendly; there may be many other 
inferences.compatible with the failure of the Norwegians to pick me up, such as 
that they are all too cautious, albeit friendly when you get to know them. The 
“circumstance” relational proposition (that the failure to be picked up occurred 
in Norway) stands undisturbed no matter which (if any) of these conclusions 
about Norwegians is drawn. 

In this section, then, we have shown that relational propositions tend to be 
more basic than other sorts of inferences arising from texts. Other inferences may 
be derived from relational propositions or may be neutral with respect to 
them, but relational propositions do not usually depend on other, more basic 


inferences. 


3.2 Relational Propositions Arise Independently of any Specific 

Signals of Their Existence 

Here we will show that relational propositions need not be signalled; that is, there 
need be no structural feature in the text whose function includes expressing these 


relationships. 
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signal forms, and we do not believe that text form can ever provide a definitive 
base for describing how relational propositions can be discerned. On the other 
hand, it is much more plausible that a functional characterization can be defini- 
tive. For example, a range of text which conveys a need or problem, followed by 
a range of text conveys a plausible way to meet'that need or solve that problem, 
might be sufficient to guarantee that a ''solutionhood"' relation would arise. 

A second property of relational propositions, then, is that they arise indepen- 
dently of any explicit signals actually in the text. 

3.3 Relational Propositions are Involved 

in Communicative Acts 

Having shown that relational propositions arise regularly in texts, the issue of 
what role they play in the functioning of the text presents itself. That is, in 
precisely what way do they contribute to convcying the information a text 
conveys? 

Our answer to this question is that relational propositions are involved in 
communicative (or illocutionary) acts; specifically, we will show in this section 
that texts have the force of either assertions, questions, or commands, where the 
propositional (act-neutral) part of any of these is the very relational proposition 
we have been talking about. We begin with an example of cach and then proceed 
to show what the consequences of this claim might be. 


Let's consider cxample 12 again: 


(12) Go jogging with me this afternoon. You'll be full of energy. 


^ 
In this text, as in all of our previous examples, the relational proposition has 
assertional force; in this case it Jasserts a "motivation" "| relationship, stating 
something like this: ''the expectation that you'll be full of energy is a suitable 
motive for you to decide to go jogging with me."' 
However, it is also possible to come up with texts in which the relational 


proposition is being questioned. Consider this example: 
(39) I've been having trouble starting my car. Should | buy a new battery? 


Here, of course, the speaker is asking the question, '" Will buying a new battery 
naha mu nenhlame in ctartina mu ear?" The relational proposition can even be a 
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(44) Will buying a new battery solve the problem of not being able to start the car? 


The fact that tedundancy can be created by adding a direct assertion or 
question to the text adds further Support to our contention that relational proposi- 
tions are themselves communicated with the illocutionary force of assertions or 
questions, 


3.3.3 Felicity. Third, the same kinds of preparatory and sincerity condi- 
tions (sometimes called *'felicit conditions'’) hold for relational acts as hold for 
acts performed by single utterances (Searle, 1969).'7 To see this, let's look again 
at Hobbs’ example, 26: 


(26) | went hitchhiking in Norway. Nobody would pick me up. 


In addition to the assertions convcyed by the propositions in the text, the rela- 
tional proposition, asserted only implicitly, is a ‘‘circumstance’’ one: The cir- 
cumstances under which nobody would pick me up are relationally asserted to 
have been while | was hitchhiking in Norway. 

Now, if this telationship is being asserted by this text, that is, if this relational 
Proposition is an assertive illocutionary act, then the preparatory and sincerity 
conditions for assertions ought to hold for this relational proposition. According 
to Searle, these conditions can be stated as follows (1969, pp. 66-67): 


l. S has evidence (reasons, etc.) for the truth of P (preparatory condition 
#1). 

2. It is not obvious to both S and H that H knows (does not need to be 
reminded of, etc.) P (preparatory condition #2). 

3. S believes P (sincerity condition). 


Applying these conditions to the relational proposition expressing the "'cir- 
cumstance"' relationship, we sce that they are met: 


l. S has evidence that it was in Norway that nobody would pick him/her up if 


anyone wants to hear it. 
2. It is not obvious that H already knows that it was in Norway that nobody 


tunil wind © a 
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NECTION would give me an Easter tan!” Relational propositions, then, seem to 
carry similar sorts of social responsibility as do explicit assertions. !* 

We note in passing that rclational propositions are also like propositions 
involved in other sorts of illocutionary acts in that they are available for various 
kinds of inference processes. In showing that relational propositions tend to be 
basic, we exhibited cases in which these propositions led inferentially to others. 

In this section we have demonstrated that relational propositions are commu- 
nicated with the illocutionary force of assertions or questions, by showing that 
the primary characteristics claimed for other such acts hold for them as well. 

Here, finally, we have grounded the metaphor that relational propositions 
“arise.'' They become part of the reader's tacit understanding of the text as 
elements of communicative acts performed by the writer. 


3.4 Relational Propositions are not Limited to Organizational 

Aspects of Texts 

Even though the relational propositions arise in some sense spanning internal 
boundaries of a text, being inherently combinational, they do more than simply 
relate parts of text. That is, they do not simply deal with adjacency, textual 
precedence, boundaries of parts of text, or other matters which might be derived 
from the contributing parts. Instead, they convey essential subject matter. Thus, 
the relational propositions we are describing here arc not limited to these sorts of 
organizational aspects of texts, but are involved deeply in re ng subject- 
matter-specific conceptions to each other. 

The examples of ''solutionhood,'" “condition, "circumstance," *'enable- 
ment,” ''elaboration,'' *'motivation,'' and others above exhibit relationships in 
the subject matter rather than relationships which arise from the way the subject 
matter is presented. These examples also help to establish that the arguments in à 
relational proposition are not literal texts, but rather more conceptual entities 


derived from the text. 


3.5 Relational Propositions are Vssential to the Effective 

Functioning of a Text : 

A final property of relational propositions is the vital role they play in determin- 
ing whether or not a text functions. That is, we find that if we imagine a way of 
reading one of our texts without its relational propositions, we do not have a 
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are central; truth-conditional discussions typically treat predicates such as exis- 
tence, factuality, and belief, while pragmatic approaches are stated in terms of 
challengeability.?9 There seems to be no natural way to introduce the diversity of 


relational predicates into an existing presuppositional framework. 
OT re a M ——— 


4.2 Implicature 

In his provocative and stimulating 1969 paper, Grice (1975) introduced the 
notion of ''conversational implicature" into the literature. According to Crice, 
when speaker A says ''I am out of petrol’’ and speaker B responds with ‘‘There 
is a garage round the corner,'' B is complying with the maxim ‘‘Be relevant’ by 
implicating that the garage is open, has petrol to sell, etc. Underlying his discus- 
sion is the generalization that at least part of the connectivity of conversational 
discourse is due to speakers' attempts to be cooperative with each other, in 
accordance with a ‘‘Cooperative Principle" which he states as follows: 


Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the Stage al 
which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk cxchange in 
which you are engaged. (Grice, 1975, p. 45) 


Relational propositions seem to be similar to conversational implicatures, 
though it is difficult (o determine whether a theory of implicature could actually 
account for relational propositions, since no very well formulated version of such 
a theory exists. 

On a narrow reading of Grice's paper, taking the term “conversational” 
seriously, it is clear that conversational implicatures arc not the same as rela- 
tional propositions, since implicatures are claimed to arise between speakers 
rather than in discourse produced by onc person. Howcver, it has generally been 
the case since the circulation of this paper in the late 1960s that "'conversa- 
tional” has not been taken in the narrow sense; the '' Cooperative Principle'' and 
its four maxims have been typically understood to be involved in the coherence 
of discourse of any type. On this view, all coherent discourse, whether across 
speakers or produced by one speaker, can be characterized by the relatedness 
of its parts, and this relatedness can be accounted for by the ‘‘Cooperative 
Principle." 

We are entirely sympathetic with the goal of understanding the ways in which 
coherence in conversational and in monologue discourse are similar. Thus if we 
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5.1 Beekman and Callow's ‘‘Relations between Propositions” 

and Longacre's **Combinations of Predications” 

Both Beekman and Callow's (1974) and Longacre's (1976) discussions of in- 
terpropositional relations, as we mentioned above, have influenced our work. 
Beekman and Callow's (1974) Chapter 18, building on a number of earlier 
Studies of this topic in the literature on Bible translation (sec their footnote 2, p. 
291), attempts to describe `'a system of relations between propositions in the 
context of a discourse" (p. 287). Similarly, Longacre’s (1976) Chapter 3 


is essentially a reordering, revision, and expansion of thc “taxonomy of 
the deep structure of interclausal rclations"" which has already been given in 
a few other places. (p. 100) 


Here he acknowledges Grimes (1975) (sec immediately below for our discus- 
sion), as well as Beekman and Callow (1974) and the earlier references they cite. 
The taxonomies offered by these linguists, then, arc quite similar to each other, 
and they contain relationships which we assume to underlic our relational propo- 
sitions. Taking these descriptive taxonomies as a starting point, we have con- 
structed an account of these relationships in which they play a role in commu- 
nicative acts. 


5.2 Grimes’ Rhetorical Predicates 
The other primary source of inspiration for this study, as we pointed out in the 
Introduction, is Grimes’ (1975) discussion of rhetorical predicates (Chapter 14). 
We have also drawn on McKeown’s (1982) use of his work. 

Grimes (1975) has the following view of the role of rhetorical predicates in a 


theory of discourse: 


... the choices a speaker has available within the content system can be 
expressed by means of PROPOSITIONAL structures. Each proposition con- 
tains a PREDICATE, which expresses a semantic relation among ARGU- 
MENTS, which may themselves be propositions, . . . Phe predicates whose 
arguments involve role specifications directly are the ones I call LEXICAL, 
the one that underlics English ear is an example. Those whose arguments are 
related in other ways I call RHETORICAL; the one that underlies English 


because is an example. (pp. 115—116) 
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propositions is that he docs not explicitly develop claims about entities corre- 
Sponding to relational predicates and relational iNocutionary acts. The expecta- 
tion that propositional character and assertional force accompany the relations is 
clear in his descriptions, for example, from Hobbs (1978): 


For example in 
This paper is weak but interesting. 


from the first clause we would normally infer that it is unpublishable, from 
the second we can normally infer that it is not unpublishable. It is the second 
that the Speaker intends to stand behind. 


5.5 van Dijk's “Semantic Relations” and **Connection"" 

In his discussion of sequences of speech acts, van Dijk (1980) mentions some of 
the relationships which underlie our relational propositions, referring to them as 
“semantic relations between propositions” (p. 53). From examples such as this 
(p. 49), 


(47) John can't come. He is sick. 


which van Dijk claims expresses a relation of "explanation," it is clear that he 
has in mind relations similar to those discussed in this paper, which we derive 
from Grimes and from some of the earlier work noted above. Yet van Dijk 
distances himself from Grimes by pointing out that Grimes’ rhetorical predicates 
include several types (e.g., ‘semantic’! vs. ""pragmatic'"), which he (van Dijk) 
is trying to distinguish. However, inasmuch as tlfese distinctions are (by his own 
admission) not easy to make, we do not take the difference between van Dijk and 
Grimes to be very great in this respect.?! 

In Chapter 3 of his Text and Context (1977), van Dijk discusses what he calls 
the "semantic relations between propositions” in terms of "connection." For 
van Dijk, ''connectedness'' is a formal property of discourses (to be described as 
part of the formal semantic description of the discourse), and not strictly a matter 
of reader inference, as we are here suggesting. This can be scen clearly in his 


remark: 


. + . Sequences may be connected without being COHERENT. That is, con- 
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° It tells how they relate to recognized linguistic phenomena, €.g., clause ‘| à 
combining, conjunctions, and cohesion and coherence notions. | 
* It tells in what ways they are culture-bound and predicts cross-cultural | 
misunderstandings. | 
| 
| 
l 
| 
| 


All of these characteristics are within the general scope of knowing how lan- 
guage functions, and of identifying the pressures on language for continuity, 
change, and explicit form. 

The possibility of creating such an account in an Operational way is consider- | 
ably enhanced once we accept the point of Section 3.3 that coherent multisenten- 
tial text performs communicative acts in which the relational propositions are | 
central. The fact that relational propositions are usually asserted has a number of | 
consequences. For example, starting with an approximate notion of relational 
propositions as a phenomenon, one can design studies in which people are 
presented with natural text and carefully asked what it communicates. Their 
responses will include a portion reflecting the explicit clauses, a portion reflect- 
ing the relational propositions, and other portions as well. Analysis of these 
responses may yield a collection of relational predicates which are independent | 
of the collection which was originally perceived when the studies were designed, 
along with a method for determining the possible coocurrence and entailment 
relations of relational propositions. ; 


6. EXAMPLES OF RELATIONAL PROPOSITIONS 
IN ACTUAL TEXTS 


Up to this point we have bcen using artificially constructed examples to make our 
point that relational propositions exist and arc a phenomenon to be accounted for | 
in an adequate theory of discourse. Now we would like to illustrate a few of them | 
as they function in texts. e 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 


6.1 Syncom Advertisement?? 
First, consider the following text, an ad from BYTE magazine: 


L. What if you're having to clean floppy drive heads too often? 
2. Ask for SYNCOM diskettes, with burnished Ectype couting and dust- 
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and 13 through 14 stand in a ''solutionhood"' relationship: The purpose clause, 
signalled by the infinitive in 12, names a problem to which 13 and 14 are offered 
as a solution. But the group composed of 12, 13, and 14 itself stands in an 
"'enablement'' relationship with clauses 2 through 11. That is, 12, 13, and 14 
provide the reader (in a somewhat indirect way) the information necessary to 
enable him or her to comply with the-directive. In this way, the three clauses 
provide ''enablement'' for clauses 2 through 11, the part of the text which tells 
the reader what to do and why. Finally, within this three-clause group expressing 
"'enablement'' is another ''enablement'' relationship with a smaller scope: What 
we have called ‘‘clause’’ 14, actually the address of the Syncom company, 
enables the reader to actually send for the selection guide and name of his nearest 
supplier, the action in clause 13. 

So far, our analysis of this text has revealed seven unsignalled relational 
propositions and two signalled ones. In addition to these, we can recognize four 
signalled relational propositions whose scopes arc smaller. First, clauses 4 and 5 
stand in a ''reason"' relationship, marked by the infinitive in 5. Clauses 4 
through 5, in turn, are related to clause 3 by the ‘‘circumstance’’ relational 
proposition, which is signalled by as. Clauses 6 and 7 are also in a "'circum- 
stance" relationship, this time signalled by while, Finally, a ''thesis-antithesis" 
relational proposition relates clauses 8 and 9: The writer of the ad is expressing 
non-identification with the idea that static electricity attracts dirt (in clause 9, 
signalled by before), while affirming the idea that the carbon additive drains 
away the static electricity. 

In this advertisement text, then, we have seen that 13 relational propositions 
provide the connective tissue for the 14 clauses in the text, since all of the clauses 
are involved in relational propositions and the pattern of involvement is such that 
the relational propositions connect the clauses into a single network. Further- 
more, each of the relational propositions contributes in an essential way to the 
texthood of the text in the manner suggested in Section 3.5. Analysis of the text 
in Section 6.2 yields a similar conclusion. 


6.2 Common Cause—CON position?! l 
We will consider another text to illustrate the function of relational propositions: 
This is an ‘‘editorial’’ from The Insider, the newsletter for the California section 


of Common Cause. The author of this text was trying to persuade California 
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The relationship between clauses 9 and 10 through 12 is an interesting one; - 
Clause 9 scems to us to be justifying the assertions being made in clauses 10 * 
through 12. That is, the author is justifying rearguing (in 11 and 12) the point he 
just made in the first paragraph, that CCC shouldn't endorse the Freeze Ini- 
tiative, by clarifying (Let's be clear:) the tension between his personal positive 
stance toward thc initiative and his belief that CCC should stay away from it. So 
we can identify a ''justification'' relational proposition between clauses 9 and 10 
through 12. 

Clause 10, in turn, is in a ‘‘concession’’ relationship with clauses 11 through | 
12; that is, the author concedes, as a point of argument, that the Initiative should 
be supported, but asserts that this does not detract from the force of his central 
point, that CCC should not be endorsing it. In this case the "concession" 
relational proposition is signalled (as is typical) by the conjunction But. 

Finally, clauses 1! and 12 stand in a thesis—antithesis relationship: The author 
refuses to identify with endorsing the nuclear freeze proposal, but does identify 
with limiting CCC's involvement to matters of process. 

So far, then, out of thirteen explicit clauses, we have found six implicit Ld 
relational propositions and two explicitly signalled relational propositions. There 
are four additional explicitly signalled relational propositions, as follows. Be- 
tween clauses 2 and 3, we find a relationship of concession,” signalled by the 
participial tempting as it may be. Clauses 4 and 5 are in a condition" rela- 
tionship, signalled by when. Clauses 2 through 5 express a ''thesis'' (embracing 
every popular issue) which contrasts with the *‘antithesis’’ in clauses 6 through 8 
(sticking to our old issues), so that a "'thesis-antithesis"" relational proposition 
arises between the two groups. Clauses 6 and 7 are in a ` condition" rela- | 
tionship, signalled by if. 

Examining this set of relationships, we find that the extent of the relations is | 
such that they collectively connect together the entire text, just as they did for the 
Syncom advertisement. Again, they all seem essential to the texthood of tlie text. 
If this pattern proves to hold generally, as our rescarch suggests, then unex- 
pressed relational propositions and the factors which bring them into being will 
play a very significant role in accounting for text connectedness, coherence, and 
text function. In this view, the conjunctions and other relational signals, far from 
being isolated additions to the so-called “message, are explicit indicators of a 
kind of structure which pervades text whether conjunctions are present or not. In 
fact, natural texts show that conjunctive relationships arc pervasive and that 
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The relationship between clauses 9 and 10 through 12 is an interesting onc: 
Clause 9 seems to us to be justifying the assertions being made in clauses 10 
through 12. That is, the author is justifying rearguing (in 1! and 12) the point he 
just made in the first paragraph, that CCC shouldn't endorse the Freeze Ini- 
liative, by clarifying (Let's be clear:) the tension between his personal positive 
stance toward the initiative and his belief that CCC shouid stay away from it. So 
we can identify a '' justification" relational proposition between clauses 9 and 10 
through 12. 

Clause 10, in turn, is in a "'concession"' relationship with clauses 11 through 
12; that is, the author concedes, as a point of argument, that the Initiative should 
be supported, but asserts that this does not detract from the force of his central 
point, that CCC should not be endorsing it. In this case the ‘‘concession’’ 
relational proposition is signalled (as is typical) by the conjunction But. 

Finally, clauses 11 and 12 stand in a thesis—antithesis relationship: The author 
tefuses to identify with endorsing the nuclear freeze proposal, but does identify 
with limiting CCC’s involvement to matters of process. 

So far, then, out of thirteen explicit clauses, we have found six implicit 
relational propositions and two explicitly signalled relational propositions. There 
are four additional explicitly signalted relational propositions, as follows. Be- 
tween clauses 2 and 3, we find a relationship of "'concession,'' signalled by the 
participial tempting as it may be. Clauses 4 and 5 are in a ‘‘condition’’ rela- 
tionship, signalled by when. Clauses 2 through 5 express a ‘‘thesis’’ (embracing 
every popular issue) which contrasts with the ‘‘antithesis’’ in clauses 6 through 8 
(sticking to our old issues), so that a ‘‘thesis—antithesis’’ relational proposition 
arises between the two groups. Clauses 6 and 7 are in a ‘‘condition’’ rela- 
tionship, signalled by if. 

Examining this set of relationships, we find that the extent of the relations is 
such that they collectively connect together the entire text, just as they did for the 
Syncom advertisement. Again, they all seem essential to the texthood of the text. 
H this pattern proves to hold generally, as our research suggests, then unex- 
pressed relational propositions and the factors which bring them into being will 
play a yery significant role in accounting for text connectedness, coherence, and 
text function. In this view, the conjunctions and other relational signals, far from 
being isolated additions to the so-called **message,'' are explicit indicators of a 
kind of structure which pervades text whether conjunctions are present or not. In 
fact, natural texts show that conjunctive relationships are pervasive and that 
conjunctions themselves are simply occasional surface hints of this pervasive 
substratum, rather like the way in which an erupting volcano allows us a glimpse 
of the molten substratum which is ‘down there” underneath everything. 
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